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This is Malcolm Bolton at BNFL, Inc., Fairfax office. My telephone
number is (703) 385-7100, extension 7211. 1was checking on the
status of the final EIS and Record of Decision for the plutonium 1
disposition. It shows on the schedule as early 1999, | wondered it
you firmed up on this date yet. Thank you very much. Bye.

PR002-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The SPD Final EIS will be published in November 1999. Availability of the
SPD EIS ROD will be announced in the Federal Register no sooner thg
30 days after the publication of this EIS.
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SEATEMEN § ON MOX FROM THE CONCERNER CUTLLENS OF LOQUISA
COUNTY
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DCRO007

DCRO0O07-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. DOK

has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. As shown i
the cost reportCost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus
Weapons-Usable Plutonium Dispositi@OE/MD-0009, July 1998), it is
expected that the hybrid approach, which includes both immobilization ang
MOX fuel, would be more expensive than the immobilization-only approach.
However, pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides
the United States important insurance against potential disadvantages
implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provide
the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement
similar options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, i
sends the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination t
reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a mann
that would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.

The environmental, safety and health consequences of the MOX approag
in the proposed reactors are addressed in Section 4.28. In addition, NR
would evaluate license applications and monitor the operations of both th
MOX facility and domestic, commercial reactors selected to use MOX fuel,
to ensure adequate margins of safety.

DCRO007-2

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the reliability of
Russia. Thdoint Statement of Principletgned by Presidents Clinton and
Yeltsin in September 1998 provide general guidance for achieving thd
objectives of a future bilateral agreement to disposition surplus plutonium ir
the United States and Russia. Sensitive negotiations between the tw
countries have indicated that the Russian government accepts the technolo
of immobilization for low-concentration, plutonium-bearing materials, but

Nonproliferation

that the MOX approach would be considered for higher-purity feed materialg,

DOE will continue to discourage Russia from reprocessing its spent nucleg
fuel and starting a plutonium cycle but this issue is beyond the scope of th
SPDEIS.
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DCRO0O07-3 MOX Approach

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the thregt
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely
manner. Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in
domestic, commercial reactors is an effective way to accomplish this. Th
physical protection, safeguards, and security for the MOX facility and
domestic, commercial reactors, including North Anna, would be in compliancé
with NRC regulations. North Anna would continue to be operated by Virginia|
Power Company with oversight by NRC, not DoD or DOE.

D

As discussed in Section 2.4, there are provisions for international inspectiofs
of each of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. Internationg
monitoring and inspection of the unclassified plutonium would also allow
the United States to demonstrate to the world, including Russia, Iran, Irag
Pakistan, India, and North Korea, that disposition is being carried out undd
stringent nonproliferation controls, and that the excess plutonium is ng
being diverted for reuse in weapons.

LU0

DCRO007-4 Immobilization

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the immobilization approach
As discussed in response DCR007-1, DOE has identified as its preferrd
alternative the hybrid approach.

DCRO0O07-5 MOX Approach

Although surplus weapons-usable plutonium has never before been used
manufacture commercial MOX fuel, much research and development h3
been performed to ensure that weapons-usable plutonium can be safd
converted into MOX fuel. The proposed lead assemblies testing progral
may be used to verify the behavior of MOX fuel in commercial LWRSs before
full-scale production is initiated. The extent of this program would be
determined based on discussions between DCS, DOE, and NRC, should 1
decision be made in the SPD EIS ROD to go forward with the MOX approach
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analysis performed as part of the MOX procurement, DOE has include
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plutonium polishing as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequatd
impurity removal (including gallium) from the plutonium dioxide. Appendix N
was deleted from the SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussed therein wg
added to the impacts sections presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 9
Volume |. Section 2.18.3 was also revised to include the impacts associatd
with plutonium polishing.

Although there would be some differences in core physics between partig
MOX and LEU fuel cores, these differences are known. For example, studig
indicate that partial MOX fuel cores have a more negative fuel Doppler|
coefficient at hot zero power and hot full power, relative to LEU fuel cores for,
all times during the full cycle. These evaluations also indicate that partial
MOX cores have a more negative moderator coefficient at hot zero powg
and hot full power, relative to LEU fuel cores for all times during the full cycle.
These more negative temperature coefficients would act to shut the react
down more rapidly during a heat-up transient.

The DCS team reactor utility companies use a typical 18-month fuel cycle
replacing approximately 40 percent of the fuel assemblies in a reactor at ea
refueling. Some fuel assemblies are used for two cycles, some for thrg
cycles. The utilities plan to maintain the current fuel management scheme
and would use the MOX fuel assemblies for only two cycles.
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Initially, when spent fuel is removed from the reactor, the MOX and LEU fuel
would be about the same temperature and exhibit similar characteristicg.
After about a year out of the reactor, however, the temperature of MOX spe
fuel would exceed that of LEU fuel of the same age. Therefore, storage df
MOX spent fuel would increase the thermal loading in a spent fuel pool ove
that for only LEU fuel. However, thermal load limitations are based on the
amount of cooling that the entire spent fuel pool can accommodate, not
individual fuel assemblies within the pool. Therefore, the additional hea
load would be accounted for in the calculations for the reactor spent fugl

management plans. This SPD EIS analyzed several reactor accidents [in
Section 4.28, including both design basis and beyond-design-basis accidengs.
For MOX fuel, as compared to LEU fuel, there is an increase in risk, abou
3 percent, for the large-break loss-of-coolant accident (the bounding design

basis accident). The largestincrease in risk for beyond-design-basis accidemts
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is approximately 14 percent for an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accidefit
at North Anna. In the unlikely event this beyond-design-basis accident werg
to occur, the expected number of LCFs would increase from 2,980 to 3,390
with a partial MOX core and prompt fatalities would increase from 54 to 60
Both of these accidents have an extremely low probability of occurrence. At
North Anna, the likelihood of a large-break loss-of-coolant accident occurring
is 1 chance in 48,000 per year and the likelihood of an interfacing systenis
loss-of-coolant accident occurring is 1 chance in 4.2 million per year.

DCRO0O07-6 MOXRFP

DOE cannot speak for Virginia Power’s motivation for agreeing to use MOX
fuel. Itis anticipated that the North Anna reactors would be able to use MO
fuel for a number of years under their current license. The participation o
North Anna under the MOX approach is therefore not dependent on th
reactors being granted a license extension.
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Dear Secretary Richardson,

I am writing to urge you to hold formal public hearings on MOX, or
Mixed Oxide nuclear power fuel, a mixture of uranium and plutonium.

Plutonium is a highly toxic element. It is used in bombs because of its
explosive power. Commercial nuclear power reactors were designed to use
uranium fuel, not plutonium. MOX Tuel will accelerate the aging of
reactors, internal parts, and increase the risk of accident. Plutonium in MOX
fuel makes a reactor accident more dangerous to human health. MOX
reverses the U.S. policy banning plutonium-fueled power reactors.

Citizens have the rights to know about the risks and costs of a plutonium
fuel economy and MOX. Again, { urge you to hold public hearings on this
urgent issue.

Sincerely,

Alex L.oCascio

104 W. Churchill Drive
Lynchburg, VA

24502

MRO021-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s request for public hearings on the MO
approach. As shown in Volume lil, Chapter 1, DOE held five public hearings
during the 60-day public comment period on the SPD Draft EIS. Another
public hearing was held during the 45-day period for public comment on thd
Supplement to the SPD Draft EISOE also accepted comments submitted

by various other means: mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and th¢

MD Web site. The various channels of communication were open to al
interested individuals and organizations for both the comment periods, an
provided for regional and nationwide comment on both the EIS and
SupplementAll comments were given equal consideration and responded tg

After careful consideration of its public involvement opportunities, including
the availability of information and mechanisms to submit comments, DOH
decided not to hold additional hearings onShpplementAs noted above,
DOE provided other means for the public to express their concerns an
provide comments. Also, at the invitation of South Carolina State Senato
Phil Leventis, DOE attended and participated in a public hearing held o
June 24, 1999, in Columbia, South Carolina.

TheSupplementvas mailed to those stakeholders who requested it as wel
as to those specified in the D@Bmmunications Plafi.e., Congressional
representatives, State and local officials and agencies, and public interg
groups around the United States) and the utilities’ contact lists. The utilities
Duke Power Company and Virginia Power Company, would operate the
proposed reactors (located in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia|
should the MOX approach be pursued per the SPD EIS ROD. Furthe
interested parties would likely have the opportunity to submit additional
comments during the NRC reactor license amendment process.

MR021-2 MOX Approach

Although no U.S. commercial reactors are licensed to use plutonium-basg
fuel, several are designed to use MOX fuel, and others can easily and safg
accommodate a partial MOX core. These commercial reactors are capable

safely using MOX fuel. Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the environmentdl

impacts of operating the reactors that would use MOX fuel.
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MR021-3 Facility Accidents

This SPD EIS analyzed several reactor accidents including both design bagi

and beyond-design-basis accidents. For MOX fuel, as compared to LE
fuel, there is an increase in risk, about 3 percent, for the large-brea
loss-of-coolant accident (the bounding design basis accident). The largg
increase in risk for beyond-design-basis accidents is approximately 14 percq
for an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accident at North Anna. In th
unlikely event this beyond-design-basis accident were to occur, the expect
number of LCFs would increase from 2,980 to 3,390 with a partial MOX corg
and prompt fatalities would increase from 54 to 60. Both of these accident
have an extremely low probability of occurrence. At North Anna, the likelihood
of a large-break loss-of-coolant accident occurring is 1 chance in 48,000 p
year and the likelihood of an interfacing systems loss-of-coolant accidet]
occurring is 1 chance in 4.2 million per year.

MR021-4 DOE Policy

Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium,
a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict
conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would b
owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively td
the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. Fo
reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating

reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiatiof

would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.
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COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA

James S. Gilmore, 11l DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY D‘"“I‘;i :‘;‘I:““Y
Governor Street address: 629 East Main Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219
Mailing address: P.O. Box 10009, Richmond, Virginia 23240 (804) 6984000
John Paul Woodley, Ir. Fax (804) 698-4500  TDD (804) 698-4021 1-800-592-5482
Secretary of Natural Resources http://www.deq.state. va.us

June 25, 1999

Ms. Laura S. H. Holgate, Director
Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U. S. Department of Energy

P. O. Box 23786

Washington D. C. 20026-3786

RE:  Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Surplus Plutonium
Disposal proposed by the Department of Energy; DEQ-99-049F.

Dear Ms. Holgate:

The Commonwealth of Virginia has completed its review of the Supplement to the
Draft Environmental Tmpact Statement concerning Surplus Plutonium Disposition. The
Department of Environmental Quality is responsible for coordinating Virginia’s review of
federal environmental documents and responding to appropriate federal officials on behalf of
the Commonwecalth. The following agencies took part in this review:

Department of Environmental Quality
Department of Transportation

Department of Emergency Scrvices
Department of Mines, Minerals and Encrgy
Marine Resources Commission

Virginia Port Authority.

In addition, the Department of Health, Thomas Jefferson Planning District
Commission, and Louisa County were also invited to comment.

The Supplement to the Draft EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of
using mixed oxide (MOX) fuel in six specific reactors at three sites: Catawba in York County,
South Carolina; McGuire in Mecklenburg County, North Carolina; and North Anna in Louisa
County, Virginia. The supplement describes the impacts of using a partial MOX core instead
of a low-enriched uranium (LEU) core in existing commercial light reactors. Each of the
three sites proposed has two opcrating reactors that would be used to irradiate MOX fuel
assemblies. The supplement also discusses changes that have been made to the program since
tssuance of the Draft EIS in 1998.

An Agency of the Natural Resources Secretariat

MR016-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the State has no objection to the proposed actiof
provided those actions are in strict accordance with all applicable Federd
State, and local regulations. It is DOE policy to construct and operate th
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities in compliance with all
applicable water quality, air quality, and waste management requirements ar
to protect human health and the environment.
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Ms. Laura S. H. Holgate
Page 2

The Draft EIS identified potential environmental impacts of reasonable alternatives for
siting, construction, and operation of three facilities for plutonium disposition. None of the
alternatives analyzed were located in Virginia.

The Commonwealth of Virginia has no objection to the proposed project provided it is
carried out in strict accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations. As
stated in our September 15, 1998 response to the DEIS, the Department of Emergency
Services, Brian Iverson at (804) 674-2400, and the appropriate localities should be notified
prior to the transportation of hazardous materials to or through Virginia.

Environmental Impacts and Mitigation

According to the supplement to the DEIS (page 48), there will be no new construction
at the reactor sites and emissions of effluent from the reactors would not change significantly
from using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel. Accordingly, the use of MOX in existing reactors
would not affect land use, cultural and archaeological resources, geology and soils, and
natural resources. The following comments are related to potential operational impacts.

1. Water Quality. According to the supplement to the DEIS (page 47), the use of
MOX fuel would not change water usage or discharge of nonradiological pollutants.
Discharge of nonradiological wastewater at North Anna Power Station must be in accordance
with the Virginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit issued by the Department of
Environmental Quality. If any modifications of the existing permit is required, Virginia
Power should contact DEQ’s Valley Regional Office at (540)-574-7803.

2. Air Quality. The supplement to the DEIS (page 31) indicated that emissions of air
pollutants resulting from operation of the reactors is not expected to increase due to the use
MOX fuel in the reactors. DEQ’s Valley Regional Office should be notified of any changes
in the current emissions, change in fuel used, manifestation of different pollutants, or
installation of new equipment as a result of this project.

3. Solid Waste and Hazardous Substances. The supplement to the DEIS (page 31)
states that wastes would continue to be handled in the same manner as they are today with no
change required due to usc of MOX fuel. In general, all solid wastes generated at the site
should be reduced at the source, re-used, or recycled. Otherwise, solid waste, hazardous
waste, and hazardous material must be managed in accordance with all applicable federal,
state, and local environmental regulations.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the supplement to the Draft EIS for this
undertaking. For clarification of these comments, contact Ellie Trons at (804) 698-4325.
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Ms. Laura S. H. Holgate
Page 3

Comments submitted by reviewing agencies are attached.

Sincerely,
/7

W 5 ’P 1@/& j</

Michael P. Murphy,
Division of Environmental Enhancement

Enclosures

cc. Thomas Ballou, DEQ-OADA
Steve Frazier, OTAW
Tom Mizell, DEQ-VRO
Joseph Hassell, DEQ-OWP
Tony Watkinson, VMRC
Steven A. Walz, DMME
Robert R. Merhige, III, VPA
Kelly S. Coleman, VDOT
Brian Iverson, DES
Nancy O’Brien, Thomas Jefferson PDC
Jeffrey Lundsford, Louisa County.
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
DIVISION OF AIR PROGRAM COORDINATION

DOCUMENT REVIEW CHECKLIST

TO: Ellie lrons
DATE: 6/23/99 DEQ-OEIA PROJECT NUMBER: 99-049F

__STATE EIR ___ FEDERAL EA/FONSI X _FEDERALEIS __ GRANT/SCC

PROJECT TITLE: _Surplus plutonium disposition - Department of Energy.

PROJECT DETAILS: Proposed siting, construction, and operation of three facilities
for plutonium disposition (including one at the Virginia Power

North Anna Nuclear Power Plant).

AIR PROGRAM COORDINATION DIVISION FINDINGS:

CONCURS WITH THE FONSI . CONCURS WITH THE CONFORMITY FINDING

X__ SEE APPLICABLE REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

THE PROJECT SITE IS LOCATED IN A:
OZONE/CARBON MONOXIDE NONATTAINMENT AREA
OZONE/CARBON MONOXIDE MAINTENANCE AREA

STATE VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND & NITROGEN OXIDES EMISSION CONTR OL
(VOC/NO,EC) AREA

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS MAY APPLY TO:
X__ CONSTRUCTION ____ OPERATION

STATE AIR POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD REGULATIONS FOR THE CONTROL
AND ABATEMENT OF AIR POLLUTION THAT MAY APPLY:

1. ___ 9VAC 5-40-5200 C and 9 VAC 5-40-5220 E - Stage I.

2. ___ 9VAC 5-40-5200 C and 9 VAC 5-40-5220 F - Stage || Vapor Recovery.
3. . 9VAC 540-5490 et seq. - Cut-back Asphalt Usage Restriction.

4. _X_  9VAC 5-40-5600 et seq. - Open Burning.

vluibin—iuswa|ddns ay) uo sasuodsay pue sjuawWnaIog UsWwWoD



0S¢V

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MicHAEL P. MuURPHY

Pace 50F 11

5. _X_ 89 VAC 5-50-60 et seq. - Fugitive Dust Emissions.

6. _ 9VAC 5-50-130 et seq. - Odorous Emissions; applicable tothe ____ .

7. ___ 9VAC 5-50-160 et seq. - Standards of Performance for Toxic Pollutants.

8. ___ 9VAC 5-50-400 Subpart __, Standards of Performance for New Stationary
Sources, designates standards of performance for the .

9. 9 VAC 5-80-10 et seq. of the regulations - Permits for Stationary Sources.

10. __ 9 VAC 5-80-1700 et seq. of the regulations - Major or Modified Sources

located in PSD areas. This rule may be applicable to the

11. VAC 5-80-2000 et seq. of the regulations - New and Modified Sources
located in nonattainment areas. This rule may be applicable to the

12. 9 VAC 5-80-800 et seq. of the regulations - Operating Permits and
Exemptions. This rule may be applicable to the .

OTHER REQUIREMENTS (R} AND/OR CONSIDERATIONS (C):

PLEASE CONTACT THE OFFICE FOR ANY TECHNICAL
AND/OR PERMIT ASSISTANCE.

* hamer X2, [zj/i — 6-23- 99
Thomas R. Ballou Date
Technical Services Administrator
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If you cannot meet the deadline, pleagse notify ELLIE- IRONS at
804/6968-4325 prior to the date given. Arrangements will be made
to extend the date for your review if possible, An agency will
not be considerxed to have raviewed a document if no comments are
reveived (or contact is made) within the period specified.

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

A. please review the document carefully. If the proposal has
been reviewed earlier {i.e. if the document is a federal
Final EIS or a state supplement), please consider whether
your earlier comments have been adequately addressed.

B. Prepare your agency's commentg in a form which would be
acceptable for responding directly to a project proponent
agency.

(o Use your agency gtationery or the space below for your

comments., IF YOU USE THE SPACE BELOW, THE FORM MUST BE
$IGNED AND DATED.

Pleage return your comments Lo:

MS. ELLIE IRONS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
QFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
629 EAST MAIN STREET, SIXTH FLOOR
RICHMOND, VA 23219

PAX #804/698-4319

Ellie L.1Irons
EIR Program Manager

COMMENTE
No activities described that fall under our agency's regulatory or
management programs.

(signea) _ AL : (date) 6-21-99

(title)  Deputy Chief, Habitat Management

(agency) _Virginia Marine Resources Commission

MRO16

PROJECT #_99-049F 8/98
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Pastt® Fax Note 7871 Dave““,m Ip’gggsr {

If you cannot meet the deadline, 1 [P F|[te Tcoay Foh 70 e Mizal {

804/698-4325 prior to the date giv [Cofdepn. oy

to extend the date for your reviev |[mpmy [

not be considared to have reviewe: 5

received (or contact ig made) wit] |™¢ Fax #

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

A, Please review the glocumrlznt carefully. If the proposal has
been reviewed earlier (i.e. if the document is a federal
Final EIS or a state supplement), please consider whether
your earlier comments have been adequately addressed.

B. Prepare your agency's comments in a form which would be
acceptable for responding directly to a project proponent
agency.

C. Use your agency stationery or the sgpace below for your
comments. IF YOU USE THE SPACE BELOW, THE FORM MUST BE
SIGNED AND DATED.

Please return your comments to:

M3. ELLIE IRONS
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
629 EAST MAIN STREET, SIXTH FLOOR
RICHMOND, VA 23213
FAX #804/698-4319
J_Z_Zﬁiw W
Ellie L.'Irons
EIR Program Manager
COMMENTZ
‘Mo G&wv\ux’a
P .
(signea) Cgales T- Mugll G (darer Glie]99
(title) _Wodi Pramenn Denshlpmdl” Mengar
< 7
(agency) _Uallny Roguacod 8 TEQ
PROJECT #_99-049F 8/98. MRO16
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If you cannot meet the deadline, please notify ELLIE IRONS at
804/698-4325 prior to the date given. Arrangements will be made
to extend the date for your review if possible. An agency will
not be considered to have reviewed a document if no comments are
received (or contact is made) within the period specified.

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

L Pleag view the document carefully. If the proposal has

-

e o3

Elfie L. 7Irons
EIR Program Manager

COMMENT

(signed) ﬂ,ﬁ,/fjm W (date) _/p-ltr 79
(title) <C/ﬂ/l/ p/l/{;wm au /z{/ué
(agency) 7\5& ’(/004)67

PROJECT #_99-049F 8/98
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0.GENE DISHNER . DVISIONS
DIRECTOR ENERGY

GAS ANDOIL
MINED LAND FRCLAMATION
MINERAL MIN

B
a
MINERAL R€BOURCES

GHARLES M. HALE. R,
CHIEF DEPUTY DIREGTOR

BENNY AL WAVPLER
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

MNCS
APMMSTRATION

4 )

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy
Ninth Street Office Building / 8th Floor
202 Noyth Ninth Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219-3402
(804) 692-3200  FAX (804) 692-3237

Via Fax — 1 page toial

MEMORANDUY
TO: Ellie Trons
Department of Enviroamental Quality
FROM: Stephen A. Walz
DATE: June 24, 1999

SURJECT:  Environmental Review - Project Number 99-049F Surplus Plutonium
Disposition

The Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy has reviewed the Supplement to
the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The
supplement states that \here would be no impact on the geology or soils resuiting from
use of the MOX fuel, nor would the geology or soils be affected by any new construction
activities related 10 MOX fuel use. The Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy has

na cornments or the EIS.

c Gene Rader

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
TOD (A00) 828-1120 — Virginia Relay Center MRO016
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If you cannot maet the deadline, please motify ELLIE IRONS at
804/698-4325 prior to the date given., Arrangements will be made
to extend the date for your review if pogssible. An agency will
not bhe considered to have reviewed a dacument if no comments arxe
received (or contact is made) within the period specified.

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

A. Please review the document carefully. If the proposal has
been reviewed earlier (i.e. if the document is a federal
Final EIS or a state supplement), please consider whether
your earlier comments have been adequately addressed.

B. Prepare your agency's comments in a farm which would be
acceptable for responding directly to a project proponent
agency .

C. Use your agency stationery or the space below for vour

comments. IF YOU USE THE SPACE BELOW, THE PORM MUST BE
SIGNED AND DATED.

Please return your comments to:

MS. ELLIE IRONS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
629 EAST MAIN STREET, SIXTH FLOOR
RICHMOND, VA 23219

FAX #0804/698-4319

Hiy Gt

Lo
ElTie L. 1Trons
EIR Program Manager

Acc_ordm%io this document, i appearsHot shpMerits

o? MOY. Tuted 4o e North Anca. Sure. wowd. replace.
UM of fresn LELL fugl Jo e sue. Trerfre.,

0!\5 Hranspottodion NpPALKs of Hhe popesd achon
aveuld ‘oe runumad -
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MicHAEL P. MurpPHY
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If you cannot meet the deadline, please notify ELLIE IRONS at
804/698-4325 prior to the date given. Arrangements will be made
to extend the date for your review if possihle. An agency will
not be considered to have reviewed a document if no comments are
received (or contact is made) within the period specified.

REVIEW INSTRUCTIONS:

A. please review the document carefully. If the proposal has
peen reviewed earlier (i.e. if the document is a federal
Final EIS or a state supplement), please consider whether
your earlier comments have been adequately addressed.

B. Prepare your agency's comments in a form which would be
acceptable for respending directly to a project proponent
agency.

C. Use your agency stationery or the space belaw for your

comments. IF YOU USE THE SPACE BELOW, THE FORM MUST BE
SIGNED AND DATED. '

Please return your comments to:

MS. ELLIE IRONE

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
625 EAST MAIN STREET, SIXTH FLOOR
RICHMOND, VA 23219

FAX #804/698-4319

How G2

" h
elTie L. 'Irons
EIR Program Manager

COMMENTS
We Qaue o escnaThe

(signed meﬁ(\li‘«o«-ﬂaf-m (gaze)__b[49/97

(citle) _Devury Fxecurive Digeetor

(ageney) _ \h@timik Yot ﬁumqmry
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